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There has be e5 a good deal of talk and debate among econo- 
mists and policy makers alike on the question of sharing benefits 
between the Cultivators and intermediartes. It is generally 
contended that producers share much less than what the inter- 
mediaries do. One of the main reasons advocated for the lower 
proportion of the producers share in prices paid by the .consumers 
is the large magnitude of gross marketing margins of the inter- 
mediaries operating in marketing process. The' gross marketing 
margins are nothing but the difference between the price paid by 
the ultimate consumers and price received by the producers. The 
gross marketing margins include the cost of marketing involved 
in assembling, processing, storage, transportation and handling- 
of commodities and. the profit margins of intermediaries involved 
in marketing process. Therefore, a higher magnitude of inter- 
mediaries marketing margins and higher- marketing costs- as well' 
are not only an additional burden on consumers but also an 
element to reduce the producers share in consumer's price which 
in turns exerts retrogressive effect on the growth of agricultiiral 
production, . In . order to ensure a ' sizeable share to the prodrcers^ 
in consumers price the . state has/ intervened in agricultural 
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marketing system by way of market regulation (MR) and support 
price policies. Therefore, the, study in the dynamics of the 
producer’s share and market margin of important foodgrain 
commodities seems to be very purposeful and relevant from the 
view points of the state involvement in the market and for 
further policy implications. The present study is an' attempt 
in this direction, ' 



The interpretations and analysis carried out in this paper 
are associated v;ith three main terms as (i) Regulated MarketS'i 
(ii) Producers; and (iii) Intermediaries. The explanation of 
these key terms, thus, is a prerequisite for the avertion of 
any pDSslb.le confusion and to bring clearity in comprehension. 

(i) ■ Eg.g.ulat ed Mark et . The’ agricultural marketing system 
in our country is by and large regarded as operationally 
inefficient and exploitative in character. Without doubt, there 
can be a few situation xvhere there is not considerable scope for 
improving and adopting better methods and organisation for the 
marketing of agricultural products. In order to remove the 
various marketing bottlenecks, there has been state intervention 
since very long back. A close scrutiny of the state intervenMon 
strategies in agricultural marketing indicates that the state 
intervention has been directly and indirectly. The direct state 
interventions in the market are aimed at to eliminate private 
trade completely or partially and evolve a parallel system. The 




Food Corpor'ation of India, Cotton Corporation of India, Procu- 
rement Programmes and Zonal Marketing Restrictions "are the 
part of direct state intervention policy. 

Through the indirect intervention, the existing private 
trade dominated markets are allowed to function within the 
parameters of regulations set by the state in such way to serve 
as a protective shield to the sellers of farm produce against 
the traders rapacity. This type of indirect state intervention ; 
in agricultural marketing is to own as state regulaticn and 
markets functioning under such state regulation is known as 
Regulated Markets, The sole oboectiye of market regulation • 
by the state is to eliminate unnecessary activities in exchange 
that are unproductive of use value, explicitly to orgariise the 
system of sale and purchase in manner that sellers secure a , 
fair return by marketing their products, . 

(ii) Producers : The term producer in agricultural marketing 
is generally referred for those vdio actually cultivate the land 
in given agrarian conditions. .However, in this paper producers 
have been considered in a specific sense. Only those farmers 
who produce the import. ant grains like wheat, rice, maize and 
gram, generate the surplus of these - foodgrains' and’ come to the 
Saharanpur market yard for tha sale of their surplus, are the 
producers referred to in the paper. These may be small producers, 
big. prcxiucers or both. Their marketing reasons and conditions ■ 
may be divergent. However, both of them when come to the market 
for the sale of their produce expect a fair return. Since the . 


basic objective of this paper has been to assess that to what 
extent the share of surplus generating farmers irrespective 
of their land size and other conditions, have moved up oyer 
the years vis -a -'Vis other important intermediaries in the 
ultimate price paid by the consumers. Therefore, the producers 
considered in this paper are both the small and big and are 
grains surplus generating and involved in its marketing. 

(iii) _]bit ermediaries The term intermediary is generally 
referred to the person or agency involved in between two or 
more parties for materialising the deal. In the literature 
on agricultural marketing, the intermediaries are generally 
indicated to those who remain involved in the marketing process 
since the farmers dispose their produce till it- reaches to the 
consumers. The chain of such intermediaries are always long 
in our agrarian characteristics. It may include various types 
of private traders, state agencies and others who remain 
associated in one or other ways in - channelising the produce 
from producers to the consumers, Hov/ever, in the paper,, the ■ 
term intermediary has been used in a limited sense. The term 
market inti^rmediery or. mai’ket functionary has been used to 
denote the private traders v-jho'are very crucial in managing, 
the marketed surplus generated in the agricultural sector. 

These traders have been divided as wholesalers and retailers 
as per the nature and size of their marketing operations. 
Therefore, the marketing margins of these two important 



intermediaries have been taken , into- accoiont and analysed in 
temporal perspectives. i ^ 


Earlier Studies 


. The available literature on the estimation of producers ■ 
share and intermediaries margin is very substantial but the 
results vary with the type of commodity, method. of calculation 
and place and time of investigation. In his study, Raj Krishna 
has observed that the producer’s share is 68.5 per cent and 
66.80 per cent in case of \(^eat and rice respectively whereas 

traders margins have come out 5.2 per cent and 9.4 per cent 

■1 . 
respectively. Krishnaswamy, et.al., found that farmer's 

share ranges between 82 per cent to 93 per cent in wheat trade 
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in three _ markets of Rajasthan, Joshi and Sharraa studied the' 
price spread for rice in the states of Andhra Pradesh, Bihar, 
Karnatnka, Orissa, Tamil Nadu and West Bengal during '1960-61 
and 1973-74 by analysing the difference between the retail 
price and farm ha.rnest price (?„ - P„) and the percentage of 

P ^p K ■ ■ . r ■ 

marketing margins, i.e , . The price spread was found 

-F ■ ■ 

to be substantially .higher during the post. Green Revolution' 
period as compared to the earlier periodjj indicating that the 
profits of intermediaries and the cost of marketing increased 
in later period than- earlier period,,- Chauhan and Singh calcu- 
lated costs and margins .of wheat marketing in eight markets of 
Ra jasthpn during 1 969-70 to 1 970-71 . The study indicated that 
margins and costs increased wi-^h the increase in the length of 



marketing channels which led to the decline in the producer's 
net share. ^ Singh, Yerma and Agarwal studied the marketing 
costs and margins of wheat during 1 969-70 in different channels 
of marketing in one of the, primary markets of Rajasthan. 
Surprisingly, the producer's share was 88 per cent in both 
channels and hence it could not be concluded that particular 
channel is efficient than other,^ Raju and Von Oppen worked 
out margins for Jowar, Bajra, Arhar, Gram and Groundnut. in 
markets of Warangal, Khammam and Tandur of Andhra Pradesh on 
the basis of 1975~76 data. The results revealed that across 
•rops, the producer’s share in consumers rupee decreased with 
the increase in the amount of services required for transfer- 

' ■ ' ■ ' ■ ■ 'I""':':'', "''.v ' ' 

mation of the raw product , into consumable commodity, Singh, 
et.al. , examined the producers 'share arid margins of different 
agencies involved in marketing of wheat and paddy during mid- 
sixties and in 197S~79 to know the impact of state intervention 
in marketing of agricultural pr^oducts in Punjab, Noticeable 

changes in 'margins ,and overall market efficiency have been 

7 

brought out.’ by the -study, Thalprr’s .study .in Gujarat observed 
that market margins for traders vary from market to market and 
also from one community 'to another_in the same market. For 
example in Patan market, wholesaler’s margin was 19 per cent 
for millets and 9 per cent for wheat. In Camby market whole- 
saler’s margin was 19 per cent for millets and 9 per cent for 

wheat. In Camby market retailer's -margin was 12- per cent for- 
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millets and 8 per cent for wheat, Mishra and Singh analysed 



the producer’s share and middiemen's margin of wheat in two 
markets of Fa izabad district of Uttar Pradesh' and concluded 


that due to the presence of large number of middlemeh in market 
ing system,, the producers got a lower share ranging from 76.94 
per cent in one channel to 69.43 per cent in other channel.^ 


An Dverviev/ of the above studies revealed that most of 
the studies relate to one of the foodgrains like wheat or paddy 
or gram and have been conducted at only one point of time in 
different agro-spatial conditions. Moreover the producer's 
share and intermediaries margins have not been comprehensively 
studied in case of any of the regulated markets of Uttar Pradesh 
covering the marketing of all important foodgrain commodities 
and comparing the changes in the marketing margins over a period 
of time. 


al Framework 


main methods of calculating 'marketing 


primary market and trace it right upto the consumer market 


and then assess costs and margins 


stages of marketing. In this method, the main difficulty is 
to trace the movement of lot from the first functionary to the 
last one. Generally the individual lot looses its identity 
during the process of movement. Some of its portion may be 
purchased by the consumers -while the rest may be stored for ' 
several months.. Further} a part of this might reach to the' 





The second method is to make the comparison of prices at 
■different ’levels of marketing over the same -point of time. 

In this -method, the availability of representative and oompa- 
rable gradewise prices at each level of marketing is essential. 
The third method is the summation of average gross margins 
obtained by dividing the money value of - sale minus money value 
of purchase by the number of units transacted for each type of 
marketing agency. In this method, proper adjustment between 
the quantities purchased and sold is necessary for waste and 
other physical losses which occur during the process of 
marketing.^ ^ • 

Margins as calculated by second method -may be concurrent 
or lagged. Concurrent margin refers to the difference be^tween 
the prices prevailing at successive stages of marketing on the 
same date while lagged margin is the difference between the 
price of farm produce obtainable at a particular stage of 
marketing and the price paid for it at the proceeding stage of 
marketing during an earlier period, the length of time between 
the two dates being, the average period for which the marketing 
agency holds the product. Concurrent margins do not take into 
acco'unt the time that e laps s between purchase and sale of the 
produce by the sam.e party either due to the processing or stock 
holding for price consideration. Lagged margins take into 
account the time that elapes betvveen purchase and sale. In the, 
analysis carried, out in ^ this paper ,■ the margins,, have been esti- 
mated by comparing the prices at' different levels of marketing 
with the help 'Of' concurrent; method’ without considering the time 
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lag involved. The difference between the prevailing prices 
cn the same date at successive stage of marketing are v/orked 
out for determining the producer's share 'and margins of vari- 
ous intermediaries in consumer's price. The difference so 
emerged at various marketing stages provide the gross market- 
ing margins. Prom these gross marketing margins-, the various 
marketing costa as incurred by the intermediaries concerned 
are substracted and the resultant figures provide an idea of 
the net marketing margins. The producers share and intermed- 
iaries margins calculated by the concurrent method can be 
expressed in the following notational forms; 


Gross Marketing Cost 

- 

Tc = + r" mci 

Gross Marketing Margin 

■ SS 

MC^ = Pc - Pp 

Proportion of Gross Marketing 
Margin in Consumer's Price 

=s 

MO., = 100 

Proportion of Producer's Gross 
Share in Consumer's Price 


■■ Pc - Mc^ 

Sp =-^^X100 

Proportion of Producer's Net 
Share in Consumer's Price 


Pc - Me. - C„ 

■Sp^ = 

Proportion of Wholesaler's Gross 
Margin in Consumer's Price 


Mw = — gT.,. P^.. X 100 

Proportion of Vfholesaler ' s Net 
Margin in Consumer's Price 


Mw^ = Sw^TL|^. C jf X 


Proportion of Retailer's Gross 
Margin in Consumer's Price. 

Proportion of Retailer's Net 
■Margin in Consumer's Price 


X 100 


X 100 


V 1 ' ' 

Where Cj, is the producer's marketing cost, mci. is the cost 
incurred by the intermediaries, Pc is the consumer ' s retail 
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marketing margin or pric 


pread„ Sw is the wholesaler's 


selling price, Pw is the- wholesaler’ s purchase price, Cw is 
the wholesaler’s cost of marketing, Sr^ is the retailers 




The analysis of the paper is based on the primary data 
collected from the 240 producers and 59 traders randomly 
selected from the Saharanpur market of the district Saharanpur, 
western region of Uttar Pradesh. The data pertain to the years 
1975-76 .and 1985-86. The two point data were purposely, 
collected to examine the movement in the margins of farmers 
and intermediaries in marketing process. No doubt, there has 
been an increase in the prices of all food items in 1985-86. 
over 1975-76 and the changes in prices may also not be uniform 


at the various levels of marketing. Therefore, the problem 


arises about th 


omparability of the margins and costs at 


two points of time,. Such a limitation of the analysis has 


been minimised-, though not altogether eliminated, by working 
out the marketing margins and marketing cost in terms of 


proportions by 


ssuffiing the consumers price as hundred 


Producer’s Share in Foodgrain 


The proportionate gross share, marketing cost and net 
share of producers in consumers .price of important foodgrain 
commodities namely wheat, rice, maize and gram have bean worked 
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out; lux- one year iyo"/o ana 1985-86 in case of Saharanpur 
market yard and the results are showi In Table 1. It may be 
seen from tnis table that the producer’s gross share across 
all these four cDumociifcies ranges betv/een 79 cer cent of rice 
to 75 per cent of gram in the year 1975-76 which is the 
period when traaing was centred in Saharanpur city and grain 
business was not shifted in new yard. However j it is percept- 
ible that producers gross share increased during 1985-86 to 
82 per cent of rice and 77 per cent of gram. Therefore, there 
is no doubt that the producer’s gross share in consumer's price 
in the marketing of four important foodgrain commodities has 
increased during the post market regulation period, ‘than in' the 
pre-regulation period. 


Percentage of Producer’s Gross Share Marketing Cost 
and Net Share in Consumer’s Price in Saharanpur 
Market. . 


Pr oducer ’ s Pr oduc er ' s Pr oducer s 
Gross Cost of Net Share 

Share . Marketing 


Commodity/Year 


Wheat 


Gram 


Source 
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However, the gap between inaxi'aium and minimum proportions 
of producer’s gross snare across four commodities has increased 
to 5 psr cent in the latest period as against 'the variation of 
4 per cent in che earlier period. This trend indicates' that 
producers have been oenefited undoubtedly in 'the marketing of 
important foodgrain commodities by the state involvement in the 
market but the variations in the producer’s gross share in the 
consumer’s price at interne ommodity marketing levels have incre- 
ased in the later period as compared with the earlier one. 

The variability in the producer's gross share in consumer’s 
price at inter-commodity level further reflects from the per- 
centage increase in producers’ gross share during 1975-76 and 
1985-86, The producer’s gross share increased by 5.81 per cent 
in case of maize, by 2.96 per cent in case of rice, by 2,80 per 
cent in respect of wheat and by 1,84 per cent ih case of gram 
between the two periods. Therefore, in gram and wheat marketing 
the increase in producer's gross share has been lower that maize 
and rice which necessitates more strict enforcement of regulat- 
ory provisions in gram and wheat ' marketing. 




The observations made in the context of the gross share .. 
of producer’s in consumer's price, are further revealed from 
the changes in producer’s cost of marketing and net returns, ■ 
The' increase ' evident in the net share of producer's in 1985 
from 1975-76 is very similar , to, that of producer’s gross share 
in consumer’s price. But reduction in the producer’s cost of ■ 
marketing indicates different ;pattem at the inter-commodity 
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level. Although, the reduction in the producer’s marketing 
cost of foodgrain commodities has been the general feature in 
1985-86 from 1975-76 but among four foodgrain commodities under 
consideration here, viz. maize demonstrated lowest -reduction 
of 1.96 per cent in producer’s marketing cost as against the^ 
largest increase of gross and net shares of producer's in the 
prices paid by consumers in its marketing during 1985-86 from 
1975-76, The divergent reductions in the producer’s cost of , 
’marketing at the inter-commodity level have resulted from the 
different market margins adjustments made by the traders after 
the shifting of trade in new market of Saharanpur. For instance, 
among all four, commodities, the reduction in the produce’s cost 
of marketing has baen as lowest as 1.96 par cent in maize 
marketing during ■ 1 375-76 and 1935-86 but the margins , of inter- 
mediaries In the trade of maize declined v/hich was highest at 
2.88 per cent during the same period, enhancing the producer's 
gross and net shares in : consumer’ s price of maize at largest 
level among all four commodities. Therefore, if the marketing 
cost in maize trade could have been reduced to tha level in 
other commodities, the producer’s diare in maire marketing would • 
have increased much higher than what has bean observed in 
1985-86- from 1975-76. 

Thus, the producer's gross and net returns from the market- 
ing of wheat,, rice,, maize, and gram have increased considerably 
after the regulation . of Saharanpur market. The improvement in 
the foodgrains marketing has refiected from the overall reduction 



in the producer's cost of marketing, Hov/ever, the range of 
variation in producer's gross share, net share and marketing 
cost in the consumers price of different commodities has 
increased in 1985-86 from 1975-76. Therefore, such foodgrain 
commodities need to he identified in \vhich prodiicer’s shares 
are lower and producer's marketing cost is still higher in, 
comparison v/ith other commodities so that proper emphasis could 
he laid on the improvement of market efficiency. The limited 
analysis carried out here indicates that the marketing of two 
foodgrain. commodities namely gram and rice requires immediate 
intervention . by the state for improving the marketing of these 
commodities. In case of maize, steps are required to he taken 
to reduce the producer's cost of marketing. 

Interme diari es Margin s 


The proportions of gross and net marketing margins of 
wholesaler's in consumer’s price have been worked out by 
properly taking into account , their marketing costs and results, 
are placed in Table 2. It is evident from the table, that whole- 
saler’s gross margins and marketing, costs have declined in the 
trade of all four commodities from earlier to the later period. 
The decline in the gross margin during the period has been by 
2,26 per cent in case of wheat, by 0,83 per cent in case of 
rice, by 0.51 per cent in respect of maize_ and by 0,18 per cent 
in case of gram. .Likewise the sh§re of marketing cost of whole- 
saler's also declined by 1.40 per cent, by 0,77 per cent, by 
0.- 70. per cent and by 0,47 per -cent respectively of each crop,. 



The proportionate shares 'of retailers gross margins, 
market ijig c'os.ts and net margins- in case of foxxr commodities 
have* been .shown in Table 3..-^ The table -indicates ..that ’ retailers 


These relative changes in gross marketing margin and market 
cost in v/holesale trade, of four.' important grains brought 
peculiar changes in the net margins of wholesalers. Their net 
margin- in. wheat and rice trade declined by less than one per 
cent v/hereas in case of maize and gram the net margins- of 
wholesaler's increased by less than one per cent during 1985-86 
as against the- year 1975-76. Thus the- overall trend of net 
marketing margin of v/iiolesalers in the trade of v;heat, rice, 
maize and gram indicates that the percentage of net margin in 
consumer's price fluctuated between 4 per cent to 5 per cent 
during both the years. • 

Table 2 s Percentage of Wholesaler' s Gross Margin, 

Marketing Cost and Net Margin in Consumer’s 
Price in Saharanpur Market. 


Commodity/Year 

Wholesaler' s 

Wholesaler's 

liiTholesaler ' s 

' j- 

Gross Margin 

Cost of Mark- 

. Net Margin 



ebing 


}(■ 

Wheat 1 1975-76 

9.67 

4.65 

■ 5.02 

- ■ -''l- 
. , - 

• 1 985-86 

7.41 

3.25 

4,16 

- 1 

J" 

Rice : 1975-76 

8.27 

4.04 

4,23 ■ 

-'1 

1 985-36 

7.44 

3.57 

3.87 

■7". :l; 

? 

Maize ; l975-'76 

9.59 

4.55 

4.84 

■ :■ ■% 

1.985-86 - 

8,88 

3.78 

5.10 

■J,:! 

Gram j 1975-76 

10.00 

5.20 

4.80 


- , 1985-86 

9,82 

4.50 

5.32 

■ i' 

’ 

t- 

Source ; Primary Data Based 

. 
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gross margins have, increased by .2,18 per cent in. wheat, by 1,13 
per cent in gram and by 0.24 per cent in rice but it has gone 
down by 3 .34 per cent in maize trade in the latest period in 
c ompar is on with the earlier period. The marketing cost of 
retailers declined in all commodities by 0,55 per cent in 
case of gram, by 0,20 par cent in respect of maize, by 0,13 per’ 
cent in case of wheat and by 0,04 per cent in rice trade. 

Table 3 . s 'Percentage of Retailers Gross 'Margins, 

Marketjng Cost and Net Margin in Consumer's 
Price in Saharanpur Market, 




C omm od i t y / Ye ar 


Retailers 

Gross 


Retailers 
Cost of • 


Retailers 
Nat . 



Margin 

Marketing 

Margin 

Wheat I . 1 975-76 

6.27 

1.78 

4,49 

1 985-86 

8.45 

,1.65 

6.80 

Rice ; 1975-76 

7.30 

1 .58 

5.72 

1 985-86 

7.54 

1.54 

6.00 

Maize s 1975-76 

9.43 

1.80 

. 7.63 

1985-86 

6.09 

1.60 

4.49 

■Gram s 1975-76 

8.36 

' dp:': :2.25 ': I, 

6.11 


9.49 

■ . 1.70 

7.79 




'U:: : 


Source -s Primary data based. 

These changes in the retailers gross margin and cost have 
bearing on the dynamics, of net marg.in of retailers. The net 
margin of retailers in consumers price increased in the trade 
of v/heat by 2.31 per cent, in rice, trade- by 0.28 per cent and: 
by 1,68 per cent in gram trade but the retailers net margin 
de'clined by 3.14 per cent . .in maizey^trade. duriiig 1 935 -Sb than ,1 

the 1975-76 .level, ''^hi.le' net margin osoxllated” f 





17 


; in between 4 per cant and 5 per cent in consuiuer's price 

across all commodities during 1975-76 and 1985-86 the retailers 
net tnargin varied in between 5 per cent to 8 per cent during 
the same period. 

The comparative proportions of net margin of wholesalers 
with that of retailers indicate that the retailer's have 
apportioned relatively larger share of the consumers price in 
; the trade of. rice and gram than what the wholesalers have done 

I during both the period. However, the v/holesaler’s net share 

I was larger than retailers in wheat trade during 1975-76 but 

I, 

I the situation reversed in later period of 1985-86, Similarly 

i ^ the wholesaler’s nee margin was lov/er than that of retailers 

in maize trade during the period 1975-76 but the trend reversed 
in 1985-86, On tne whole, the retailers net margin have. been 
found -to be higher than the wholesaler's margins in the trade 
of all important foodgrain commodities. 

The variability between the maximum and minimum shares of 
gross margin, net margin and marketing costs of wholesaler's 
across the commodities during both the period shows that the 
gap has widened from 1.73 per cent in «ase of gross margin, 

1.16 per cent in case of markieting cost and 0.79, per cent in 
respect of net margin in 1975-76 to 2,41 per cent, 1,25 per 
cent and 1.45 per cent respectively during the later period. 

In case of retailers, the. gap has widened in gross and net' 
margins from 3.16 per cent and 3.14 per cent in 1975-76. to 
3,40 per cent and 3.50 per cent respectively during 1985-86. 

The gap has narrowed only in retailers marketing cost from 
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0*67 per cent to 0,16 per cent in later period as against the 
earlier period, * 

Gomponents of Gross Marketing Margins ■ • ^ ^ ^ 

The components of gross marketing margin realised by the 
main intermediaries in the marketing process consist of whole- 
saler’s margin, retailers margin and marketing costs. The per- 
centage distribution of gross margins of intermediaries of 
Saharanpur market have been shown in the Table 4, The table 
shows that the proportion of net margins in total margins of 
only two intermediaries accounted for more than 76 per cent in' 
the trade of maize, 71 per cent in wheat trade, 6.9 per cent in 
rice trade and 68 per cent in gram trade. Therefore, the net ■ 
margins of intermediaries in the trade • of major foodgrain commo- 
dities are much higher than their marketing cost. The wholesaler’s 
realised larger margin than retailers in the trade of maize only 
whereas retailers margins were found to be larger than that .of 
wholesaler's in the trade of wheat, rice and gram. 

Table 4 : Distribution Pattern of Intermediaries Margin ■ 
and Cost in Saharanpur Market. 


Commodity 

Margin 

WhSte-™ 

salers 

of Intermediaries 

Cost of- 
Market- 
ing 

Total Marke-t- 
ing Margins 

Wheat . 


40.17 

70.93 

29.07 

100.00 


30.12 

38.72 

68.84 

31.16 

100,00 

Maize 

46,23 

29.81 

76.04 

23.96 : 

100.00 

Gram 

29.18 

38.68 

67.86 

32.14 

100.00 


Source. : Primary data based. 


On the whole,, net margins accruing to the intermediaries 
are still higher. Moreover, the margins have been concluded 
here on the basis of concurrent met considering 
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any time lag involved in the purchase and sale of these four 
commodities, otherwise, .to the extent the intermediaries spread 
their sales over the years, their margins may tend to be much 
higher on account of usual- seascaial variations in prices. 
Conclusion s . - ■ 

Briefly it may be concluded that the producers share in 
the consumers price of all the important foodgrain commodities 
has increased during the decade 1975-76 - 1935-86. The whole- ' 
salers margin has marginally declined whereas the retailers 
margin has marginally increased in the trade of wheat, rice and 
gram. Only in the maize trade the margins of both .intermediaries 
declined. It is also very clearly evident from the analysis 
that the reducti-on in the cost of marketing of producers, whole- 
salers and retailers has been a general phenomenon during the 
post market regulation period. Hence the benefits which ^produ- 
cers could get in the form of increase in their shares of the 
price paid by the final consumer have been an outcome of the 
reduction in their marketing costs and not of the minimisation 
of traders margins. Had the margins of only two traders namely 
wholesalers and retailers would have been reduced, the share 
accruing to the producers could have been larger. Therefore, ■ 

-it is essential the •ertain marketing costs of the producers 
against v/hich traders do not provide any specific service or 
are just customary like taking away some quantity of grains 
from marketable lot and deductions made after sales in the 
pretex of unclesned and dusty . lot, require complete check. If ■ 
such types of unauthorised- and uncalled for deductions v;hich 

are -.idsntifiecl and. -stopped, then, the- /pr.oducers share in,' 
consumers' price can be -.morebenhanced'-i . 't- ; ' 
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